ApplnNo. 10/666,350 
Amendment dated January 14, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of October 12, 2007 
Docket No. BOC9-2003-0018 (387) 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of October 12, 2007 
(Office Action). As this response is timely filed within the 3-month shortened statutory 
period, no fee is believed due. However, the Examiner is expressly authorized to charge 
any deficiencies to Deposit Account No. 50-0951. 

Claims Rejections - 35 USC S 101 

Claims 39 and 40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because it was asserted that 
the claimed invention is directed to a non-statutory matter. More specifically, it was 
asserted that claims 39-40 claim a "system," but the body of the claims is merely 
"software per se." 

Applicants respectfully disagree. It is noted that the system recited in claims 39- 
40 is not software per se; rather the system consists of different means which can be 
implemented as hardware or a combination of hardware and software and thus is directed 
to a statutory matter. Nevertheless, claim 39 has been modified to even more clearly 
recite a system for testing within a grid computing environment according to the present 
invention. Claim 40 has been cancelled. 

Applicants thus respectfully request that the claims rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 
101 be withdrawn. 

Claims Rejections - 35 USC gg 102 & 103 

Claims 1, 3-7, 9-17, 22, 24-28, and 30-40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,122,664 to Boukobza (hereinafter Boukobza). 

Claims 2, 18-21, and 23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Boukobza in view of U.S. Patent 6,587,432 to Putzolu (hereinafter 
Putzolu). 
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Claims 8 and 29 were rejected under Boukobza in view of U.S. Patent 5,812,780 
to Chen (hereinafter Chen). 

Although Applicants respectfully disagree with the rejections, Applicants have 
amended the claims so as to expedite prosecution of the present application by 
emphasizing certain aspects of the invention. However, such amendments should not be 
interpreted as the surrender of any subject matter and Applicants reserve the right to 
present the original version of any of the amended claims in any future divisional or 
continuation applications from the present application. 

Applicants have amended independent Claims 1, 10, 18, 22, 31, and 39 to further 
emphasize certain aspects of the invention. As discussed herein, the claim amendments 
are fully supported throughout the Specification. No new matter has been introduced by 
the claim amendments. 

Aspects of Applicants Invention 

It may be helpful to reiterate certain aspects of Applicants' invention prior to 
addressing the cited references. One embodiment of the invention, as typified by 
amended Claim 1 , is a testing method. 

The method can include identifying a host within a grid environment having at 
least one application domain, wherein the host is a software object that implements at 
least one feature of the application domain; and associating a ghost agent with the host, 
wherein the ghost agent is a software object that includes at least one test routine written 
specifically for the host and does not implement any feature of said application domain. 
(See, e.g., Specification, paragraphs [0021] and [0022], and steps 505 and 510 in Fig. 5.) 

The method also can include replicating actions of the host within the ghost agent; 
executing the at least one test routine within the ghost agent, wherein the executing step 
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utilizes data gathered from said replicated actions; and generating test output for the test 
routine. (See, e.g., Specification, steps 515, 520, 540, and 545 in Fig. 5.) 

The Claims Define Over The Prior Art 

Boukobza discloses in column 4, lines 5-7 that the autonomous agent installed in 
each node to be monitored is primarily composed of a generic agent related to a plurality 
of specific objects. It can be understood from this sentence that each agent is associated 
with a specific node, not a specific host, and the agent is generic so that it can handle 
different hosts that move to this specific node. 

In contrast, in the present invention each ghost agent is associated with a specific 
host and follows the host as the host moves within the grid environment. The ghost agent 
includes at least one test routine written specifically for the host, not for a plurality of 
specific objects as in Boukobza. 

Independent claims 1, 10, 18, 22, 31, and 39 are, therefore, believed to be 
patentable over Boukobza and the dependent claims are believed to be patentable as well 
due to their dependency. 

With regard to the rejection to claims 2 and 23, Applicants would like to point out 
that Putzolu does not disclose any ghost agent, let alone a ghost agent that moves in 
accordance with the movement of the corresponding host. As described in column 3, 
lines 59-66 and column 4, lines 17-23 of Putzolu, the agent may be a user application 
such as a word processor or a network application such as a router or a server such as a 
Web server application. This clearly indicates that the agent as described in Putzolu is 
not a ghost agent in the sense of the present invention because in the present invention a 
ghost agent is a software object that includes at least one test routine written specifically 
for the host and does not implement any feature of the application domain. 
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Applicants thus respectfully request that the claims rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 
102 & 103 be withdrawn. 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants believe that this application is now in full condition for allowance, 
which action is respectfully requested. Applicants request that the Examiner call the 
undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this Amendment, or if the 
Examiner believes a telephone interview would expedite the prosecution of the subject 
application to completion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

AKERMAN SENTERFITT 

Date: January 14, 2008 /Richard A. Hinson/ 

Gregory A. Nelson, Registration No. 30,577 

Richard A. Hinson, Registration No. 47,652 

Customer No. 40987 

Post Office Box 3188 

West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3188 

Telephone: (561)653-5000 
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